
ED t24 396

AUTHOR
TITLE .

INSTITUTION

SPONS'AGENCY

PUB DATE
110TE

EDRS PRICE
DESCRIPTORS-

IDENTIFIERS

A f

DOCUMENT RESUME'

SE 019 995

Peters', Ernest L.; And Others.
A Model Comprehensive Program in Urban Environmental
Education, ESEA Title III Evaluaiidt. Final
Report.
District of, Columbia Public Schools* Washington, D,C.,
Dept. of Research and Evalua ion.
ureau of Elementary and Sp dary Education

( HEW /OE) , ,Ita'Shington,,D.C.
Jul 75 .- .

,0
28p.

MF-$0.-83 116-$2.466 Plus Postage.
* Educational Assessment; Educational` Research;
* Environmental Education; Evaluation; *Federal
Programs; *Program Effectiveness; *Program
Evalu*ion; Schoo'L Surveys; Urban Educatioh
Elemeptary Secondary Education Act Title III; ESEA
Title' III

ABSTRACT
This booklet contains an oval tion of the Urban

Environmental Education Ptoject instituted n the Distrilt of
Columbia PublicSchools. Data were obtained rem interviews and
questionnaires given to project staff, teachers, and students. Seven
objectives were evaluated to rate the program: (1) assisting teachers
in developing programs and materials, (2) arranging for sch061 site
development, (3) providing donsultants materials, and services, '(4)

providing teacher training, (5) contacting other agencies and
resources, (6) arranging field trips, and (7) disseminating
environmental education information. Three other areas were also
evaluated. Conclusions and recommendations are listed in the report.
(MR)

5 *********t*************************************************************
Dottimelpts acquired by.ERIC include many inf9rmal unpubliShed *

* materials not available from other sources. ERIC, makes every effort *
* to obtain the best coppavailable. Revertheless, items of marginal *
* reprod4cibility are often encountered and this affects-the quality *1

* of the microfiche and hardcopy, reproAuctions ERIC makes available *

*.via the ERIC Document Reproduction ervice (EDRS) . EDRS is not
* responsible for the quality of the riginal document. ReprodUctions *
* supplied by EDRS are the best that an be made from the otiginalw *
***,***#******************4*********** *********************************

I.



Iy N .

, Public Schools ofthe District of Columbia

11,

A MODEL COMPREHENSIVE PROGRAM IN
URBAN ENVIRONMENTATL EDUCATION

ESEA TITLE III iVALUATION
FINAL REIIORT

U S
VFARTMENT OF HEALTH.
UCATION IS WELFARE

NATIONAL4NSTITUTE OF
EDUCATION

THIS DOCUMENT HAS BEEN REPRO.
DUCE° EXACTLY AS RE ( uivEu FROM.
THE PERstm ORC,ANt/A I ION ORIGIN-
ATING IT PO1N!'. '1, VIEW OR OPINIONS
'OAT E0 DO N .tt NECESSARILY REPRE-
,NE NT ()NF tAtmsA IONAL INSTITUTE OF
k DUCAT ION Pfi'.1 !ION OR POI ICY

a

2

Office of Planning, Research tand Eval.uation
Division of Research and Eval.uatio-n

July 1975

A



a

f

.

Office of Planning, Research and Evaluation

Dtvision of Research and Evaluation

Pr. James A. Johnson, Associate Superintendent-

Dr. Nil red P: Cooper, Assistant Superintendent

Ms. June Blan , Assistant to the Assistant.Superintehdent

o

Mrs. Lavorfirr. Vails, Coordfnator of EValuation
ESEA Title III Projects

Mrs. Elsa.Miller, Chairman of Advisory Council

Mrs. Patricia Goins, ,Vice Chairman

Mr. Harris M. Taylor, Director of Federal Programs

Mrs. GraDavis, Coordinator ESEA Title III

Project Director

Mrs. Ethel Hackney

1975

4

4

6

0



f.

v

(

. , .

FINAL EVALUATION REPORT ON

THE 'DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA PUBLIC:SCHOOL'S

URBAN ENVIRONMENTAL EDUCATION PROJECT

Jul, 31, 1975

Prepared for: Mrs. Ethel Hackney
Project Director
Urban EnVironmental EducationTrogram

Prepared by:

Watkins Elementary School
12th and IStreets SE
-Washington, D. C.

.eo

Ernest L. Peters
J net C. Seidel
W L1iam Winkler

EDUCATIONAL RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT .ASSOCIATES'
28 West MArket.Speet

WeirChester, Pennsylvania 19380

0..



0,

Introduction

This is the second in a series of two reports which constituted the

evaluation of the District of Columbia Public School's Title III ESEA
program titled "Urban Environmental Education Project.'" This report is ,

the final report and focuses primarily; on the prOdUct objectives and the )

accomplishments of the.UEEP.

- The information for.this report was obtained from:

1. Interviews with. Mrs. Hackney, the Project Director and her staff.

2. Questionnaire and interviews with those receiving services of the UEEP.
3. Student examinations and evaluations.
4. Data available from UftP.
5. On-site observations.

General Comments

Year One was a typical first'year during which the function of the uEEp
was evolving and the role of staff members was being'formulated: The curripulym,

development efforts were time consuming and there was no systematic effort-to ,

try out materials that were being developed. There were 7 elementary schpop
which served as Pilot Schools and these received extra attention from the staff.
(Tele,Resource Center concept began to evolve during the first year. By the

second year the major thrust of the program was to,provide services to teachers
within the district with a Continued concentration in 7 pilot elementary sch-Ools.
Curriculum development was continuing but was not an important aspect of the
program.' By the third year the UEEP h d become a Resource Center with its full
effort directed to providing services district schools and teachers.

Over the three-Year period the impact has been tremendous. Approximately
100,000.bhildren'have taken an environmental education field trip which waa
coordinated by the'UEEP. The Lights'hip has been successful particularly at
the elementarf level where, between 8,000 and 9,000 students have perticipated,
and another 500 to 600 secondary students benefitted from that experience.
The UEEP program has been very helpful in obtaining the services of various

governmental agencies in providing services,42,schools.within the district.
The Lightship owned by the National Park Service was a good example. The,

school site development of Mr. Moody from the Department of Agriculture touched
mover 100 schools. .The r.Darton Lab developed by the t S. Geological Service
is the newest and while itdoes not' impact large numbers it looks like a very
worthwhile program. In addition the UEEP has worked with mapy other agencies
to provide services to the schools. Dissemination 'of materials has been

'voluminous. The "Enviroline" evolved during year two replacing a quartefly,
titled "Ecological News and Suggestions!' which was published during ,the first
year. It now is a fixture with 5,000 copies printed and'issued monthly.,

I 1

4

The ESEA Title III validation team confirmed the value of the project
when it validated the program this spring. The Project Director, Mrs. Hackney,
and her staff are justified in being proud of then contribution to the
District of Columbia schools.

Resource Center

By far the ,single most important component of the Urban Environmental
Elducation Project wfs the services it provided through its Resource Center
function.
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Objective 1: Project staff 4.11,work with teachers as consultants
for. development of programs and materials.
Criterion will be log of such consultation and rating
of at least 3 on a 5-point scale=by 80 percent of
teachers as to quality of service.

Objective 2: Project staff will arrange for school site, development.
Criterion will bs evidence that schools have received
this service and W5Iil rate quality of service at
least 3 on a 5 -poin scale. .

Objective 3: 4The Project Staff mill act as ,clearinghouse for
materials, consultants', and-tervices upon, request
of teachers, students and administratbrs. Criterion
will be log of requests and determiKation as to how
request was handled and card catalogs of resources,
both human and material, being kept.

In March, 1975, the UEEP staff asked tea herato respond to a
questionnaire which was designed'to rate the quality of service provided
by the UEEP and toascertain what degree pf,poaitivrbehaviorel change
had taken place as a result of UEEP ies. The qubstionnaire was
divided into several parts and teachers -re requegted to complete only
those e6ptions covering services or adt'vities which they actually utilized.

Table' indicates that 156 out o 65 teachers completing the ratings
of UEEP on-general services rated th se services as- gOod or very good. The
mean rating was 4.37 on a 5-point s.ale, which was considerAbly above 'the
criterion of 3.0.

TABLE I

TEACHE S' RATINGS OF UEEP SERVICES

N a 165

Very
Area of Service Good Good Fair Poor Or fletino

0

.General Services
(

70 86 9 0 0 4.37
, ,

tnvirbnmental ,Trips 52' " . 23 4 0 0 4.61

Workshops- and-Faculty 7 14 5 0 O. ;4.08

Very . Mean

Presentations

School Yard Improveme 36 -18 0 '4.58
Projects

\

For those te hers taking advantage of,pEEP services in coordinating
environmental du action tripe 75 of 79 rated this area of service as good
or very good. The workshops and faculty presehtations were rated as good
pr very-§bod by 1 out of 2t,who attended these sessions. Finally, services
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Provided in School Yard Improvement, which is anqiher title for school

site development, were rated as good or very good by 54 out of 57 teachers.

The services in no case were rated lower than 3 or fair. The mean ratings

fOr the services ranged from 4.88 for workshops and faculty presentations

to 4.61 for environmental trips. IVIeach the criterion of'a mean'ratin,g df

3 or better on a 5-point scale has been greatly exceeded.

Objective 3 indicated a log of requests'and the, determination of actio

on each request would be maintained. The logs were observed by ERANDA staffs,,

members and fOund to be in order. Data on some of the requests axe referred'

to. under Objective 5.
,

In an attempt to obtain some feel for the impact of the program's

services on the children, teachers were asked to indicate the percentage

of children'in theii classes who experie1ced positivebehavioral changes.

In an attempt to,obtain teacher perceptions Of the impactoof,the program's

services on students in their classes, 20 teachers who attended an

environmental education workshop conducted by ihe UEEP. were asked to indicate

the percentage of Children in their classes who(experience4 positive\

1515;Kavioral changes. .Seventeen of the 20 teachers responded to'the queNstionnaire.

Table II indicates that5 of the teachers indicated that 100 percent of,-N;their

students showed an increase in environmental awareness after th ey participated

in the faculty workshops, while "8 others i,ndicated that 75' percent of their

students showed improyement in this area and 4 more indicated about half had .

shown improvement in environmental awareness. Four teachers indiatited 100

percent showed improvemeht'in their concern for the environment, while 8

said 75 percent hat shawl-1'1.We improved concern and 3 more said half had

shown improvement. V

4

TABLE II

PERCENTAGE OF POSITIVE BEHAVIORAL CHANGES IN ELEMENTARY

STUDENTS AS A RESULT OF TEACHER PARTICIPATION IN FACULTY WORKSHOPS

N = 17*

1

P!
.

,

. NOmber of Teachers Reporting Percentage of Students

Demonstrating Behavior . .

,Behavior 100% 75% '.50% .25% 0%

Environmental Awarehes 5 8 . 4 0 O.

Environmental'Concern., 4 8 , 3 0

Environmental KnoWledqs 4 10 0 . O. . 0

.:',.;:..',' .

,

Academic Intere1 st end /,or 5 7 .3, 0 0

Achievement.

11116 *Variance beteen N returning questionnaire and N per item is due

non-resohse.by some who, returned the instrument.

...i.
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When asked what entage of their students showed improvement in

environmental know ge, 4 teachersaaid 100 percent had improved while

10 others said percent of the students had shown such improvement.

Five teac indicated that 100 percent' of their students tied shoWn

improye ent in academic interest and/or achievement, 7 said 75 percent

of their students had shown, improvement and 3 indicated about half had

shown improvement. The criterion 'for each of the first three objectives

was met.

ObJett:ve : The Project Staff will provide in-service training

to teachers on environmental education. Criterion

1 be rating of at least 3 on a 5-point scale by

80 p= cent of teachers. undergoing im-service traihin

EM to q lity.

A staff development worksh was Conducted for ZO elementary school

teachers who attended voluntarily on their own time. Upon completion of the

workshop UEEP staff 'administered a evaluation form which they ha developed.

Teachers were asked to state their o jective in attending And 9 in catad

their objective was to develop teaching methods for environmental education.

Five more in icated they wanted to find out how environmental education

correlate with other-pubjects, 4 indicatecr.they wanted to learn more about

environmental educetion'and 3 said they wanted to find ways to help students

better understand the environment. When asked whether or not their' objective

was met, all 20 indicated "yes." Table III 'shows that 5 indicated they knew

nothing but the learning material before the orkshop, 14 knew same and 1

knew all about it prior to the workshop. Sixteen indicated there was

perfect balance in difficulty while 4 said it was quite easy.- When asked

to rata how Clear the procedures were 13 said they could follow the

directiomis very easily and 7 said direction's were clear enough. When asked

to rate how clear the workshop's purposes were when finished, 10 said they

were'perfectly clear and 9 said they were clear enough. They were then asked

to rate how well the workshop achieved its purpose and 8 said peifectly

while the Other 12 said well enough. The last question asked for suggestions

for improvement and two indicated there should be a follow-up visit, two said

there should have been more time, one said it should be conducted with students

and another said the curriculum should be given to teachers.

No attempt was made to ascertain the quality of the workshop, however,

from item six quality could be inferred. All 20 teachers rated the achievement

of the wprkshop'purpose as' 3 or better on a 4-paint scale, thus greatly

-exceeding the criterion.

a
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TABLE III
Q

TEACHER EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL EDUCATION WORKSHOP

1. Were your objectives met? I Yes 20 No 0

2. Mark ap X to shoM how muchof the learning material you already knew

before doing this activity

I'knew E knew some I knew all

5 nothing a14 (f what it taught 1 that it taught

3. Mark an X to show how you -w uld rate its difficulty.

Tod easy to
0 be useful

Too difficult
0 to be 'useful

Quite Perfect balance Quite.

easy 16, in difficulty 0 difficult

4. Mark an X to show how clear the procedures were.

I could not Directions
figure out what were hard

0 to do at all 0 to understand

Directions were
7. clear enough *-

5. Mark an
finished

I could fo1low
13 directions very easily

o show how clear

I had minor
0 difficulties

the wokshop's purposes were when you

vI =till have I was a

n idea of little Clear

0 i s purpose 0 uncertain. 9 enough

Perfectly
10,,,clear

t. Mark X to show how well you_think the workshop achieved its purpose,

t doesn't 4 It achieVes Well

ven begin. 0 .a little 12 enough Perfectly'

.



As an additional-iervice thip year the UEEP and aed a Pre-Service

Envfronmerital Education Workshd0 for under rddu tudents at Catholic

University. the same work op iducational form, 11 said their

objective.was met in attending the orkshop while 4, did not respond to 'he

item (see Table IV). When asked ow much, of the learning material you

alrdedy knew before the worksho 2 said they knew nothing and. 13 said

they knew some of what was t fight. rh rating the difficulty, 14'said

it was perfect in balance a d one did not respond. Directions were ,hard

td,underStand for 1 studen 1 had minor difficulties, 4 said they were

clear enough and the ;erne' ing 9 indicated they could follow, the irections

very,easily. Ten indica ed the worksHop'kpurpose was perfectly lear and

5 paid that it was Ilea enough. When asked-to rate the extent o Which

the workshop achieved is purpose, 11 said perfectly and the othe' 4 said

we] enough. The wo shop.seemed to be qUite a sucabs in the ey s of

the-student participants. The results of these evaludtionkcited n Tables

I, II and III ,indicate .that the criterion for Objective 41.haa teen exceeded.

TABLE IV

PRE - SERVICE TEACHER EVALUATIONS OF. ENVIRONMENTAL WORkSHOP
N = 15*

. it

1.' WEIre y objectives met? Yps,11 No 0

2.. Marken g show hOw.much'gf the learning material gou already knew

before dd g. the adli ity.

I knOlk.

'2' nothing

I knew some
13 'of what it taught

I knew all
0 that it taug

3. Mark am X to show how you would rite its -difficulty.
. .

e . .

Quite , -Perfect balance . Quit

0 easy ld in difficulty 0 .difficult
Too easy to

O -be useful
.

Too difficult
O to be useful

*

O

r.

.

4. Mark an kto show how clear the procedures were.

:I could not
igure out what

O .,t6 do at all

Directions were.
4. blear enough

Directions-
were hard

1 to understand

I.gould "follow

:9 directions Very easily

Chad minor
1 difficulties

. o ,w1

5. Mark an X to show hOw clear the workshoWspurposeswere when,you
finished.

I still hav%'
no idea of

O its. purpose

I was a
little
uncertain

10

Clear
5 enough

Perfectly
10 clear



.........
..

....

0

T .(CONTINUED)

Mark an X to show how well you think the workshop achieved its purpose.
5

do n't

d en begin
It achieves Well
a little 4 enough 11 Perfectly

*Variance between N returning questionnaire and N per ,iternAs due
to nonresponse by same who rsturned the instrument.

Objective 5: The Project. Staffwill call upon others to lend
assistance in the fin of consultation, materials or
advice for environmental education projects.
Criterion will be existence of list of those who
have contributed.

.
In performing its function as a Resburce Center, the UEEP provided many

services. Records of 'requesots were maintained and the extent to which they

were fulfilled was .noted. The following is a description of those activities

duringr.1974-75.

Sample Teacher Resource Kits:. The UEEP staff developed,a sample
resource kit which iniuded many and varied items dealing with environmental

. education. The packet included materials made available by commercial
firms such as MscDonaldis, General 'Motors, Mobil Oil,-Pepco, Allied Radio
Shack, nonprofit agencies such as the Thomas Alva Edison Foundation and
various governmerital agencies. Included also were brochures, stickers',
Johnny Horizon Environmental Education materials and PitchIn bags, buttons
and books. Materials dealt with topics such as soil conservation, population
control, survey res ts, air pollution, water pollution, energy problems
and wildlife conse tion.

The UEEP staff had processed 564 requests from teachers for packets.
This was up from the 107 requests processed in 1973-74.

Materials and Equipment. The UEEP staff has garden tools, photographic
equipment, projettors, soil .test kits, water test kits, laboratory equip.

- - ment, records, films, games and other such materials which are made available

4
upon request. During the year requests were made and filled for, 51 schools
which was up from the 23 requests filled during he 1973-74 school year.

-7-
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I

1Comsultants.d Speakers. Services of various -indiyiduale.fieT the
'federal goVernment, UEEP Gaff and members of the community are made'
available to the schdols, During.thee.year, 15 consultants(provided.tKeir
services /which was down-ftbmthe 25, for 1973-74. However, (Mr. fluody's

services on school site analysis and development_Werit, up- to-65'schools
this year, ua,from -the 37 schools last year. Only 8 speakeis were
Iroviiiied' thaw year as opposed to.39 speakers last year:

Enviroline.
.

The AJEEP
.

publishes a neW4ter.called "Enviroline,"
.

which is,published monthly.. The publication' contains news, information,
activities and'suggestions and is often accompanied by environffientei

. .

.
education resources. This year there were 5,000:coies issued'each month
for the first eight months. AdditiOnal requests for copies were received.=.
from 48 schools daring the year and 1,504 additional copies wife distributed? -'"
bringing the;total to 41,504. The first..publicatidn was issued im October, ,1973,
and a-second -,was published in January,1974. The two issues,. of 5,000 each anal
additional requedfraim,20. S-chonls-tOtal,ing 450

;

brought last year's totalto'
10,450. ...

. ...7____. .

4, . ... -. c1

During the year there were 28.1100iSt-ciatis sent to schoLs-el.ong---,.

\

,e,

with the "Edvirolinen compared to 3,000 resources for arded lasfsra\at:''
, N ' :I./ . . f . .

In-Service Workshops ant Faculty Presentations. During the year
war shops and presentations are given to faculty upon request. Theie!
were 19 workshops and 3 faculty presentations during theyear_compared
to 18 workshops and 10 faculty-presentations im

/
1973-74.

A
Field Trips. The !UEEP stiff acts as the4iPordinator for. field Irit)i

for District of Col4mbia schools Trips are, arranged for-the FraderliCk\Douglas Home, Rock Creek Mature C nter, tiviro-nmental Propction Agency,
0?con Hill. Farm, Fort DuPont, Aquatid Gardemfipand Envirov& (a mobileAab -

which is housed petmanently in Fort SlocumPark and studet-s gdtoc4he'van

A.: I t
A.totaI of 26,445 students had partic3ped in field trips.to9Mes

compared to 4-0,760 last-year. The main reason forthe ,crop is aseut*
back in transpoStation by the District thisyear-

0 Miscellaneous, Mary requests for mate"rials-are handled,Over the
steAphone. This year there wereitypically about sixphone calls per-d0
whiclywatup over he typical daily .rata of four from last y ar. he 11=

staffkdontinuedlto'disseminate materials which had previOUsl .been n
developed. Issues of the publication titled !'Ecological 'News. and
Suggestions" last .year centered on a OtrtiCulartheMeo There were' three
such' issuee--one tittled Reading and theA-Environment, a second titled'Emeigy
and the EnViroMment and a third on,MTping and the Environment. The Mapping
and the Environment publication was ralaeed. One thouse'nd issues of.the
Reading and Mapping issues wefe distributed th'is year and 700 copies

0
VA

1t

.



the energy'issue were distributed. Another,oublication on Arbor Day .

developed last year was reissued also. There were.2,000 copies df this

publidation'whichwere senfo'teachera in the dTatricti On Arbor Day

the staff distributed treeetsnd othr teaching materials to district..

schools. .

.

The DEEP makes contact with various agencies to obtain various

resourcee ^The following resource agen;iSs provided ssistance this year:*
,

:. ik
1

Soil Conserve-Liar) Service .

Johnny Horizon
Pepco . .

Environmental Protection Agency .`

Forest Institute
National Wildlife Federation
.14. S. Civil DefensSO . .

'Agr'cultural Research Sation
. . C. Lung. Association --T

tederal'E-nergyAdminittration
--- ...

..
Thomas Alva Edison Foundation .

Population Reference Bureau
,

, gr A .

.
.

Staff members.partltipate in various typis of community programs.

During the e-ptst year, staffihave been involved in a sensor citizens '1.iark-

shop,-Go Trash campaign; D..t. Lung, E.T.A., Garden Clubs and Board of
... .

.Education meetings. : '.

/
.

.. .
6.

.

-Upon request the UEEP reviews end evaluates programs of other

agencied as a service: They review brochured, literature, Movies, slides,'

lessons, activitiesocontepts, texts-and-full programs.

The zr.iterion forob1ective five was met. EvideliceYhete also supports

abjectly three,.

ti

.

. '
,\

P'6Ctive :.:' Project Staff wiWassidt in. arranging out-d'A.Classroom.!

aparning'eXperiences for students. Criterion will be

- log -of trips' arranged by. staff and an average rating

df -3.5 or better on a 5-point scale as to value of trips

by tqacAlBrs. ,

4
. . . .

Table I indicated-that 75 of the 79 teachers who rated the UEEP's

coordination of environmental educatioritirips said it was:good or very

good*. To obtain supporting evidence and to confirm preyioat.findihgs,a
shortquestionnaire was mailed to a sample Of 20 teachert randomlv pickad

from those who had taken.trips during the second semester. Only 11 were -
.-/ returned. Table V shows thtt all .eeachers-indicated that the agency, was

prepared to receive their group. Ten,of the 11 sail that the activities at
the fitldtrip site were suitable to the grade level end'educational level

of-:the stuaents. All 11 said that theactivity reinfdrced or enriched classroom
activities- very much, Nine of 11 said the activity met some of'-their objectives

,



TABLE .V

TEAOHERS4,EV,6LUATION.OF ENVIRONMENTAL-EDUCATION FIELD TRIPS

N w 11

Was the agency prepared to receive your group? Yes 11 No 0

To what eXtent were activities suitable to grade level and educational
"level of students?

. .

Unsuitable 0

I

Moderately
suitable 1

Very
suitable 10

3. To,whaci extent did the 'activity reinforce or enrich classroom activities?

Not at all Moderately 0 Very much 11

4. To whatrextellit did activity meet your objectives for participating?

Met on 0 Mat'some 2
'14

.

Met most 9

51001HOwde you value this program as a learning experience for yourtudents?
44,

Not at all 0 ModeratelY 0 Highly 11,

n 6. How .tell do you think the students enjoadthe prOgreM?

41110 4,1 .-

Enjoyed;
\

Not.at all some activities 0
A ..:

7. Would you like to participate next year ?' Yes-I1

Enjoyed
all aqtivities

No 0'

for participating white the other 2 aid that it met some of their objectives.
A11.11 said they valued the program highly.as a learning experience for their
studenteand,all said they thought their students enjoyed all the activities r

associated with the'program. Finally, all said they would like to participate
again next year. It is quite clear that the criterion for objective six was
greatly exceeded.

.

Objective 7: Information on environmental education will be
disseminated on a regular basis through publication .

of the UCEP staff. Criterion will .be existence of such
publications and an average .rating of. 3.5 or better on
a 5point scale -as to the value dnd utility ,.of the
infdrmation. .

0

,0
,j A questionnaire was given, to Elementary .Sbience leachers as a

representative group to'determine the extent to which dissemination .



.
activities were being carried out by the UEEP staff. Thirty-three teachers

comprised.the sample. Twenty-eight of the 33 said they had received the
"Enviroline" which is published monthly by, the. UEEP (see Tab1a VI).

*4,

if
TABLE VI

,

,ELEMENTRY SCIENCE TEACHER QUESTIONNAIRE RESPONSES
N = 33*

. . 4

1. Have you been rece'ving the monthly issue of the Yes 28 No 5

UEEP "Enviroline"? /

41

2. Approximately how many have you received?

All 2 2 5

3. How helpftl h been?

Extel lent 14

3 4 4 2 .5 3. 6 5

Goo Fair 0 Poor

What other services have you or your schotl received?.
,

,... on.

Trips 19 Resource p kets 21- lquipment 2

\
%

Informatidn-10 .Curriculum aterials

4 *Varian e between-N returning questionnaire and N per item is
due to n n-response by some who returned the instrument..

The questionnaire was designed for use` the,end of the year, but

was utilized earlier for data for the validation. There had been only 6
issues, therefore, the "all" and "6" response on item 2 were the same: Only

7 received all of the issues; indicating that the present method of

distribution does not give teachers access to all issues.

The teachers were asked to rate the "EnViroline." Since only 28 had

'received it, only they could rate its helpfulness. Fourteen saidt had
been "excelldnt" while 14 more saicrit had been "good." For additional
information they were, asked to indicate other services which these.!tr their

school had received. Ninete6n said they or someone in,their school had
taken a trip through UEEP, 21, had received resource packets, 2 had
obtained equipment, 13 had received curriculum materials' and 10 had received
information (us lly upon request). The criterion Was a 3.5 on a 5 -point scale.
The scale dmploy d in rating the "Enviroline" was a 4-point scale, therefore,

the equivalent ritarion Would be 2.8 an a 4-ppint scale. The criterion was'

ardatly excedded on this objective. a

Darton Geo-Science Prdqram
, .

The Darton Field Lab, a new Earth Science program, developied this year
'bg the U. S, Geological Serrate was another program which 'the UEEP assisted

15-
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through its coordination efforts. The purpose of this new program was to

provide experiences for minority students( in Earth Science ip order to ,

enable them to explore this area as potential career.

The program is located in the northeast corner of the National Zoological

Park. The program is in operation from 10 to 2 on Monday,'Wednesday and Friday.

The UEEP'obtained teachers who were interested in'having their students

participate in,the Dorton Field Lab experience which consisted of collecting

basic data on air, water and soil, interpeting and graphing of past stream

flow data from a gauging station, establishing a weather station and map

construction. Additional activities available to students were the '

, investigation of creek sedimentLflood plain development and utilization,

preparation of data tables, preparation of a teacherstudent manual,,'
pieparatioh of a major report of all ,investigations and the correlation of the

river and its container.

Nine teachers participated in the program. The UEEP provided
substitute forgone day for each'of the nine teachers so that they could

attend an orientation session in which.they'were shown what the stuc1,rts

would be doing and actually participated themselves ip the activities.

Teachers were encowraged to continue to have students conduct some
expeO.ments both at hdfie and at'school.

A totel,of' 77 students Originally.inaicated through the nine
cooperating'teachers that they would attend the Darton Field Lab. HoweVert

23,never attended, leaving 54 who did participate'. The highest number of
days which a student:could-ettend was six days. -There were eix students
who attended all six sessions, five others attended five of the six, eight
attended four sessions, twelve attended three, seventeen were present two
days and six more only one day. Theevera6e'attendande ratelfor,the 54
students was 3.1 or Wrlittle over half, the sessions. Attendance, however,
wasaffected by transportation problems since the student had to get to '

the LAB on his own.
i,

One school was brought in after the project began as replacement °

and-had only four-sessions available, which affected the attendance rate
slightly. Their performance, however, was better than the average of the .

total group. 0

Of the 54 who attended sessions, .32 received certificates for their

work. Twentyeight completed individual projects. The fact that the program
was purely voluntary and transportation to and from was entirely the
student's responsibility, e number receiving certificates and completing

.1i,projecta was very good and a good indicator of the success of the program.

An effort was made to obtain some feel for the impact of, the Darton Field
Lab experience through student-reaction. A reaction form was developed and
disseminated to the nine cooperating teachers. The form was mailed the, fi s

week in June. High school and junior high students were in the midst of exa
and were attending school only to take examinations and then they were frde
to go home. Only one teacher had his students dbmplete the form and there
were only four students who participated. The students rated the prograM
highly, but the sample was too. small, to be included here in the evaluation.

.-An attempt was made to obtain evaluative data from Darton Lab personnel, but
a it was not forwarded)

1 6

/r)
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V
MiniGrant Program

The minigrant program was initiated in 1973-74 as an attempt to provide
teachers and their studeints with the opportunity to obtain a small amount
of-money (up to $200) to conduct a program in environmental education.
These were to be action oriented and were designed to get the students
involved in a project.

Guidelines for the minigrant were quite specific and well thought out.
They required a minimum amount of interpretation. On November 14, 1974, the
.guidelines and announcements Weitz, mailed to each school in the'schoordistrict.
Principals were asked ta bring the announcement to tha attention of teachers,
scie ce clu ,4tpolOgyclubs and student councils. A deadline of December 6,
1974 mas-istablished. Few applications were received and subsequent
invaa gation revealed that in many schools teachers were unaware of the fact
that g idelines had been issued. Oh December 6, a second nailing occurred
with a eadlinelJate,of December 19 established.

Staff provided assistance by telephone to most of the 37.who submitted
proposals. These were reviewed during the early part of January. On
January 21, 1975, notifications were mailed to 33 recipients asking acceptance
replies to be forwarded by January 27. All 33 accepted. The four which were
rejected were notified along with the reason fbr rejection. One was
rejected because it did not .deal Kith environmental education and three others
were rejected because the same initiator submitted more than one proposal
and the UEEP funded only one. ti

Projects began on February 3, 1975.

Objective 1: To give students acid tqachers an opportunity, to
initiate and carry outla project to study or solve
an environmental problem of their choosing.
Criterion will be existence of minigrant proposals.

'Mini-:grant proposals did exist and as confirmed in the Interim Report
33 awards were made. The criterion was met.

Objective : At least
7
80 percent of the minigrant projects will

accomplish 70 percent oftheir objectives as
determined by Project Staff and ERANDA staff. Criterion
will be evidence, usually in the form of 6 product,
which can be observed by. (staff and evaluators.

17
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A Report Form for the Mini-Grant Activities was mailed '6:3 all project

coordinators asking them to comN.ete the form and forward it to DEEP

headquarters as soon as possible. ,Nineteen of the 33 .returned the form

by June 25, 1975, which had been established as the cut-off date. Table VII,

indicates that 17 of the 19 teachers indicated that,their students were

+very enthusiastic in carrying out their mini-grant program.

TABLE VII

MINI-GRANT COORDINATORS;, RESPONSES TO REPORT FORM
N = 19*

Degree of etithusiasm shown by students
Neither enthusiastic ,.

Very enthusiastic 17 817i;usiastio 2 nor nonenthusiastic 3

Unenthusiastic 0 Very unenthusiastic 0

As a result of these mini-grant activities, what percentage of your

,students exhibited--

1.
100 75 50 25

1. An inci'ease in awareness of
environmental issues, (energy
crisis, litter problems, pollution,
recycling or soil conservation,
individual responsibilities in
environmehtal issues)?

2. An increase in concern about the
environment?

3. An increase in knowledge about
environmental issues?

An increase' in interest, or an
improvement in their classwork.,
(such as reading, mathematics,
scienie, art, .or social studies)? ,

8 10

7 11

13

1

*Variance between )1 retu4ning questionnaire and N per item is dueto
non - response by some who returned the instrument.

How would you rate the amount of knowledge,your students garned from the project? -
a

Quite a lg.- 16 Some 3 j'A little 0

How 1/1Ouldyou rate the overall quality of yOur project?

None 0

Very' good 13 Good 6 Fair 0 Poor 0 Very pooT Q

.
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Eight teachers said that 100 percent of their students exhibited an
increase in-awareness of environmental issies while.112 more said that 75
percent of their students had shown such an increased awareness. When

asked the percentage of students showing increased environmental concern,
7 said 100 percent showed an increase while 11 said 75 percent showed
increased concern. Nine of the teachers said 100 percent of their students
showed an increase in knowledge about'environmental issues, while 7 said
75 percent showed an increase inknowledge, while 1 said only half had

_ shown an increase in knowledge. Four stated that 100 percent showed an
increase in interest, or an imptoveMent in their classwork while 13 said
75 percent showed this increase.

Sixteen of 19 said their students gained quite a"lat .from.the project
while the remaining 3 said their students gained some. When asked to rate
the project overall, 13 rated it as very good ana'the remaining six rated
their project as good.

Mini-grant coordinators also were asked to provide some product's as a part
of their report indicating the kinds of things the studen s did. Some reports
consistbd of pictures and slides. Some had student tepor Others had
aallapee done by students an still others had 'displays wh ch students had
developed -Only six mini-grant dinators had forwarded oducts in time
for inclusion in this report. Past experience indicates, however, that
these are forwarded during the summer after school is out and the teacher,
has had time to get things'. organized.

Lightship Field Trip

The Lightship is owned by the,National Park Service which makes it
availible for student use. The UEEP staff cooperating with the National
Park Service arranged for elementary and secondary classes to attend the
Lights rip. During the first semester 3;8 elementary classes totalling 1,140
children and 3.6 secondary classes (180 students)"attended the Lfghtshipt

4'4

The second semester figures were 43 elementary c asses and 34 secondary
classes with 1,260 and 480 studente respectivel

Objective 1: Students will show significant improvement in,
environmental knowledge and awarenessafter
the Lightship. 'Criterilon will be significant
improvement from pre to post by participating students.

A short 14-item test of knowledge was developed b UEEP staff for use with
the Lightship Field Trip experience. The instrument w administered-ate and
post"-tp six classes in April to determine the impact of the Lightship program
on the. Students. Table VIII showsthat there was s significant increase im
scores ftom pre to post for the 111 students who were tested.

,
..

, . .

The pre-mean was 7.44 and the post-mean. was 8.85 for a gain of 1.41
which was statistiOally significant beyond the .001 level Of,probability.'
Whet her- :bt'tpt the gain ie'of practical significance is a matter for
conjectiN. The test did show that students were showing significant
improvement from pre to posttesting thus meeting the criteri for the
objective. Y

19
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TABLE VIII 1,

------ 7 1 4

RESULTS OF CORRELATED"T-TEST ,ON.LIGHTSHIP FIELD TRIP EXAMINATION
. ..

Group N Pre-Mean, Post4lean Gain - t .Probability

Elementary 111 7.44
students.

I

8.85 1.41 7.79 .001

Objectivb 2: Students will evaluate Lightship Field Trip in
positive may, Criterion ill be an average rating
of 3.5 on a 5-paint scale by a random sample of
participating students.

In May a random sample of 5 elementaryschool classes.and 5 seconder
school classes who had attended the Lights ip during the second semester
were sent questionnaires to ascertain thei reactions and evaluations of

the Lightship Field Tripexperience. The nly responb came from the

five elementary schoOls who'all returned eir completed questionnaires.
The total sample of elementary students completing the questionnaire was 88.

Table. IX showa.that"76 of the 88 studentslindicated that they wereprepared
for what was to occur when they went to the Lightahlo. The "no." respOnses

TABLE IX

RESPONSES TO STUDENT QUESTIONNAIRE ON LIGHTSHIP FIELD TRIP
N = 88* ,

Did someone tell you what was going' to happen when you went te,the Ligthship?

Yes) 76 No 12

Did anyone explain why youweretaking the trip?

N Yes T5 No 13

.'

When you went to. the Ligthship, 'di you do the, things you were told you

were gOing to do?
Yes 81

How did yOu enjoy the trip?

Very much 75 A little T Not at all 4 No response J.

'
.

When you
...

returned to the classroom, after the trip, di1:1 you talk about what
youhad seen and done?

Yes 56 .No 31

*Variance/between N returning questionnaire and N per item is due.to°
non-response by some wha returned theinstrument. r
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were scattered among all five of the schools' and no real pattern developed,

thecefdre, it probably was a matter of students forgetting or perhaps they

were'absent when the trip was discussed'. On the second question asking

Ihether anyone had explained why they were taking the trip, 75 of 88 said

"yes." The 13 who said "no" were not necessarily the same children who

said "no" to the previqus question. Some who said they didn't knee,' what

was going to happen said someone did explain why they were making the trip.

All but 7 paid that when they.went on the trip they did,tAe things they had

been told they were going to do. When,the*child was asked to ''indicate

how he enjoyed the trip, 75 said they enjoyed it "very much," 7 said

"a little" and only 4 said "not at all," One student did not respond td

the question. Thirtyone students said they had not discussed what they had

seen and done when they returned. 'Many of these siudent_may have been in

the class of the one teacher who indicated that She did not conduct a followup

with hdr students after the trip*(see Table XI). .

N .

The laat item of the quektionnaire was an openended question which

asked the stu ents to state some of the main ideas that they learned from

the trip.' T.h largest single response'dealt with,learning abot\it water

(water sampling primarily). From Table X it can be seen also that operation
f'

of the boat as well as safety was also uppermost in the minds of the students.

TABLE X

ELEMENTARY LIGHTSHIP STUDENT RESPONSES' TO OPEN- ENDED

QUESTION ON MAIN IDEAS LEARNED

References to working with water (water sampling; etc.)

How the boat works
The crew has to be good

. Don't talk when the captain talks
Safety.

Learned what the Lightship was
Learned about fish and animals
Learned about ecology (pollution).
Plankton

-*How to use 'the compass

Bactoria
Learned about maps
Learned nothing -

How dirty the Chesapeake is
,(

21
20

'12

11
8

8

7

4

3

2

2

2

2

1

This aemphasized by the crew and is a necessary part of the experience,

but as in past years, the students. ,seem impressed by safety. Student

responses his. year,more adequately reflect the educational purpose of the

Ligthship experience. Students this year mentioned ecologyp'pollution,
bacteria, plankton, fish ,end water.

At the same time a teacher questionnaire was' also 'mailed with the

student questionnaire.,,.--In. two elementary s chqp1s, they were completed S)

0 21
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.

.twa teachers. Perhaps one was the classroom teacher and the Other.a science
relource teacher, but since there was no way of tellinl they are included hire.

Lightship personnel came to the school prior tb t e trip to the Lightship
to provide orientation. The teachers indicate/ I that th y felt their students
were prepared for the Lightship Field Trip confirming w at the students had -,

said (see Table XI)1. All the teat rs indicated that t ey elt ths.field trip`

had met its'educatibnsl objectives vary y adequately.' All .7 rated the educational
value of the trip,as very good and all felt that the objectives of the Light=
ship Fiela Trip fit into their curriculum "very-much." °Six of the seven "."

indicated they conducted a followup:

J.

TABLE XI
.

LIGRTSHIP TEACHER RESPONSES TO QUESTIONNAIRE-ON FIELD.TRIP
N ='7 ''

How well were your students prepared for the Lightship Field Trip?

Very well prepared 5

- Prepared 2
Unprebered" 0

Very Uhprepared '0,

To what extent did the field trip meet'its educational objectives?

Very adequately 7

Adequately 0

Inadequately. 0

Very inadequately 0 t4 °

How would you the eduebtional value of the trip for your students?

%

kiry,good '7

'God 0

Fair 0

Poor 0

Very poor 0

To what extent did the objectives of the Lightship Field Trip fit into
your curriculum?

Very much 7.

Some 0

A little 0

Not at all 0
0

,Did you conduct a followbp,in class after the students took their trip?,

q,

Yes

4.

718
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'Lightship Teacher Workshop Evaluation. Teachers who plan to bring their,
"students to the Lightship for the field,tip experience are given .a one-day
workshop at the beginning of the spmestrir in which the trip isylanhed. In

many canes the Elementary Science Resource Teacher is responsible for three

or four ,Classes within a building. This accounts for the small number of
teachers;dUring, the first semester. The elementary and secondary teachers
experienqed the workshop .at differemt times. After 'the workshop had been
completed, the teachers were asked to complete an evaluation form. Eight
elementay teachers anda7 secondary teachers completed the form in September.
The resutts are given in. Tables XII and XIII. Seven-of the. elementary teachers

TABLE.XII

LEMENTARY TEACHER EVALUATIONS OF LIGHTSHIP WORKSHOP

N = 8*.

1. Were cur objectives met?. Yes 7 No 1

2. Mark'at X to show how much of the learning material.you already knew
before doing the acti$ity.

I , 5new

0 'nothing

Mark a' X to

I, knew some. I knew all N,o.

8 of what it taught 0 that it taught

show' how you would rate its difficulty. /
Toe easy to Quite

D be .useful 1 easy

0 Too difficult to be useful

perfect balance Quit
4 in difficulty 0 difficdlt

'4. Mark. an X to show how clear the procdures

I could not
<figure out what

_to dcitat#all

Directions
were hard

0 to understand
I had minor

2 difficulties

Dirpctions were I could follow
3 clear enough 2 directions very easily

---1.
,

4 .

5. Mark an X to shOW bow clear the workshop's purposes were when you
finished,. - . ,

o

I sti have .I was :a

no dea of .
&

little Clear

--;-12-
s, purpo4e 0 uncertain 5 enough

1

, 0 A A

6\. Meek an X to show how well you think the

It doesn't 1 It 'allievis

even begin 0 a little

Perfectly
2 clear.

.7)

workehop"achieved'its purpose.

Well
7 enough 1 Perfectly.

*Variance between N returning questionnaire and .N per item is due o
non-response by some who returnedOle instrument.

4 U
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said their objectives in coming to the workshop were met while one indicatdd

that they were not Complatelythet.All the secondary teachers indbcated

their objectives had been me%. All the elemintary and,p11 but ohe.of the

secondary teachers, indicated they knew some. of the learning material before

the workshop. Four.of the elementary teen s indicated perfect balande in

difficulty, one said it was quite easy and th did not respond to the item

on difficulty. Six setondary, tsechsrs indicated rfect ealante in difficulty,

with one indicating'it witis quite easy. On clarity o rOcedOraS two elementary

and one secondary'tdecher indicated some minor diffiCultie ere encountered,

6-said it was clear` and 5.seid it was very easy. They all ind3 = ed the

purpbse of,the workshop was Clear and all ,indicated that.those purpose

achieved. ,

-TAEJLE

SECONDARY .TEACHER EVALUATIONS OF LIGHT WORK5HOP.,<
.4.,

* (
00'i'Were your objectives met? ow Yds _7 , 410..22.4.

lle

2. Mark an X to show how-mu-EfiOFq-171:learnihg materiel you already

befOre doing the-activity.

-I knew,
0 -nothing

3. Mark an X' to

I knew some ,

of what it taught 1 that it taught

.

show how you would rate its difficulty.

khew

I knew all,

Too easy -to
be useful

Quite, I
Se(ey.

Perfect balance Quite
6 in difficulty 0 difficult

4. Mark,-,errX to show hoW clear theocgdures

I coy d not Directions
figuie t 4-at were hard

0 to do at a Q to understand

Directions were I could follow

3 clear enough

were

dir- inns very easily

I adLminot.

difficulties

5. Mark an X to show how clear the workshop's purposes were when you
finished.

I. still have I was a
no ideaf little

0 its purpose 0 uncertain

Clear
enough

.

6. Mark an X to show how well you think the workshop achieved its urpose.

Well
enough -3 Re fectly

tr.

Perfectly
5. clear

It doesn't
even begin

It a6hieves
0 .a little

p
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-40' January, the walkshop evaluation form was changed. The evaluation
form was given td the elementary teachers and the results are basic ally
the same. Xighteep of023teacherssagreed strongly that the Lightship
WOrkshop was educational (ape Table XIV). Twenty agreed that they would
be able.t prepare their students for the trip. SeveAteen agreed that
the activities in the` rograt were relevant to the students!, experiences.

TABLE XIV

ELcMENTARY TEACHER EVALOATJON5 OF LIGHTSHIP WORKSHOP
Second Semester

7 N = 23*

1. The workshop was educational to me.

,2. I feel that ',will be ab
prepare my students for the
visit.

3. The activities in the gr
are relevant to the st edits'
experiences.

4J This type of program is a
valuable addition to the
students' education.

5. 'TheectiVities relate to the
,existing curricula..

0

Strongly
Disagree

decided'
Strongly
Agree

1 2 3 a 5

1 0 1 3 1Q

1 0 2 10 D10
Joe

6, 'There is ample opportunity
for student invol;fement.

,
7. j wilq. be able tq assist with

the instruction of my,students
when they visit.

1

a

1

6

19

12

10

*Variance between N returning_questionnaire and. N per-item is due
to nonresponse by some-who'returned the instrument.

All but one agreed that this typa'program is /a valuable addition to the
. .

siudents' ,education. Fourteen agreed that the activities relate to the
existing curriculum. All'but-2 agreed that there is ample opporturitY for
student involvement. :Six were undecided and the sest agreed that they_
would be able'to assist with the instruction of their students when they
visit: '
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When teachers were asked what part of the workshop was most hOlOful

to them, 7 said pilot house with charts and maps,,S'se;d the aqerium

presentation and 4.said the lab work. These werei the,most,representative

responses,. There was no particularly dominant response to tye que$tion

"What 'was least helpfuL?" Teachers suggested that the worlOhop should

.
be held on a school day (5). There was nomajor euggestOnldr improving

the Lightship Field Trip, but, two. teachers indicatOhet student,

manuals, which are given ut/at the orientation eessitin shoulil be given to

teachers at,the workshop. e

Pilot Schools

This particular ompcnentoreceived 1141e or no attention due,.this year du

,to the demanOs placed upon the ataff for$Other 'services and forloreparatigA

for the visit by the validation team.. ,46 a result the pilot ch01.s received,

only a few extra resources and,no extoil attention. .Again the lluationw
contract,was not awarded until May Vid no pre and posttesting was pqssible.

It was decided, hOwever, that an attempt should be made i'd"escertain the
,,,,/

-impact of the Urban Enviil,ronmentgl Education Project an the students who'had

been benefitting.from their seNices. .

- c ,-, i fvv7 "NN

The Evaluation Team deVeloped a instrument in cooperation ith UEEP

staff, The,instrumerit weean Environmental Attitude and Awaren s Test.
i:

Section I was he attituAde section and consisted of 22 Items to which

students war` ked tit /respond. "Disagreee "Don't know" or "Agree."' Section II

consisted of 7 true a se items and 12 multiple choice items and constituted

the lawareness' p ti of the instrument.
. ----, i .i,

e
ti

aY

The instru nt was to be administered to 5-involved.classes and
/3

non- involved cliesees as,designated by the teachers, themaelvgtnthese

classes. !Arrangements were made by a UEEP staff member fdr testing thed'/

last week in May The Evtalkidetion Team had indicated thattheywished fo

obeerve at leest one of t testint situatibns. .'A mixup then bccuriedi .

when the staff member who had contacted the teachers went on veCatiomand
ERANDA called to indicate tnet'they could not make it 4n the
they had'originally schedu]Nd for observationJ This day there had been four

classes scheduledIfor testing.- The UEEP, steffilember im charge, thinking ttiat

ERANDA staff.had to be present, cancelled the testing: SuAequentry,, teachers

who had indicated they lwould cooperate 'now stated they did1 not have0.me to

reschadUle the test.

One class, however, did go ahea3 with the'testing. This class was

an involved class and the responses of the students, can/giVe an indication

of the attitude and awareness of elemdrntary schoolstud nts involved in' ,
an environmental education program. We cannot,howeve , conclude that

this was a r ,ult of UEEP "activities, since here is baseline data..

The attitude section of: the instrument was scored as a 1.1 or
/
3

for he response to each of 22' statemetts. The ,scores per item were //
then summed over al122 items'to give a summary score. An extremely poor
attitude would be/a summary score of'22 while an extremely good at 'tpde
Would be.66. A'44 would indicate'a neutral. attitude.' Table XV° 3:ndicaes

that the mean for the group'wea 53.69 which indicated a very od eftitud#

1
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Group

TABLE XV

ti

MEAN AND STANDARD DEVIATION ON ATTITUDE TOWARD

ENVIRONMENT FOR ONE INvOup FIFTH GRADECLASS

N P Mean Standard Deviation

Fifthgrade 26

class

53.69 ,3.98

411

toward the environment. The standard deviation indicates that the group was
fairly hoMogeneous. A look at the Scores themselves also depicts this when
the range of scores was from 45 (just above neutral) to 61, which was the
highest.

The Awareness section of the in nt consisted of 19 items. These

items were selected by UEEP staff bade pe they reflected content areas in
which instrvctional of other educational materials had been given to the
teachers. Teachers, however, were under no obligation to use any of these

materials. Therefore, thecevals ,have been little .or no exposure in some

of the content areas which i reflected. In 'this section items were either

correc or incorrect. The maximum score was 19 and the lowest was zeta.
The me for the group was 9.0 (see Table XVI), while the standard deviation
was 1.6 h- group again was quite homogeneous. The range of scores was

from 5 o 12. The results of this portion were somewhat disappointing.
However, these items were more cognitively oriented and if the child were not
exposed to the sAject matter area hip performance would be somewhat depressed.

i TABLE XVI .

MEAN AND STANDARD DEVIATION ON AWAR ESS . /

d7 ENVIRONMENT TEST FORiONf INVOLVED FIF H GRADE CLASS/ /

i,

Group N , Meat' r 3t.andard Deviation

Fifthgrade 27 9.0

class

Conclusions

1.66

4 .

The following c4nclu9ionS may be drawn from the findingsfof this
aluation:

Teachers perceived the services received fromillhe UEEP as
being good to very good.

27
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46,

2. Teacher participating in faculty workshops perc ved their

students ds showing increased aOareness of the environmertat,

more environmental` concern, increased enviro ental knowledge

and more academic interest and/or'achieverritn to, ,

'3. Teachers' evaluations4of en Environmental Education. Worshop
were all favorable.

4. Pre-Service Teachers evaluated fav4ably an Endronmental
Education Workshop conductefor them by DEEP. staff.

5. Teachers evaluated egvironMental field trips very highly.

.

6. -The "Envirolin0, .was rated_as good or excellent by:Elemgrtary
SCience Teachers.

aT. Students who were able to attend-the Dorton 0eonScience Program.
on a. soMewhat regular basis completed programobjectives as
attested by the certificates awarded to ;them. .

8. Mini-grant coordinators perceived their Students as being
enthusiastic, gaining knowledge and increasing awareness, concern
and interest in the environment. They saw their program as
being -good or very good. '-

9. Students gained knowledge from their Lightship Field Trip experience.
t

'10. Students enjoy the4rightship'FieldTrip.

11. Sound techniques for field trips were followed by most teachers whose
students were involved in the Lightship Field Trip.

/ 12. The Lightship Workshop for teachers ineffective in achieving
its 'pa pose. 4

4

Recommen

Mast cd ponents 'of the' project sho
pilot ctoolsvphoulebe dropped s
not enough time Wilk be available.4

/

2. Concentration of effort should Ocur at the' elementary' grades
where response ',is better.

3. IMprove Lightship Test and dete mine impatt ona small sample
of participating students by.p e and posttesting.

ld be continued, but the
ce staff will'km red and

/

. Conduct more workshops for District of Cclumbia teachers.
Nf
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